Highland City Planning Commission
February 23, 2016

The regular meeting of the Highland City Planning Commission was called to order by Planning Commission Chair, Christopher Kemp at 7:00 PM on February 23, 2016. An invocation was offered by Commissioner Ostler and those assembled were led in the Pledge of Allegiance by Commissioner Day. 

PRESENT: 			Commission Chair: Christopher Kemp 
				Commissioner: Brady Brammer 
				Commissioner: Ron Campbell
				Commissioner: Abe Day  
				Commissioner: Kurt Ostler
				 

EXCUSED: 			Commissioner: Sherry Carruth 
				Commissioner: Steve Rock

STAFF PRESENT: 		Community Development Director: Nathan Crane  
				City Recorder: JoD'Ann Bates 
				City Engineer: Todd Trane 
				Planning Commission Secretary: Heather White

OTHERS: 			


	6. Oath of Office - Chris Kemp (Kurt Ostler and Ron Campbell) 
Jody let the oath of office. 


PUBLIC APPEARANCES 

Chair Kemp asked for public comment. 

Rob balsom???? impressed with the snow plow on christmas day. 


PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

	1. TA-15-04 
Highland City Council is requesting to amend Chapter 4 Conditional Use Procedure relating to the review standards for conditional use permits. 

Christ open public hearing at 7:08 PM Nathan, we will come back to it. 


	2. Z-14-01 
Holdman Annexation - Ross Wolfley is requesting the rezoning of 7.25 acres from an R1-40 to R1-20 upon annexation. Property is located at approximately 11550 North 6000 West.  

chris public hearing open at 7:09 PM. 

Nathan talked about the application. He reviewed the differences between R1-20 and R1-40. r1-40 is density driven district. r1-20 allows 20,000 sf lots. he talked about locations and showed the zoning map locations. and the history of r1-20. and said the general plan was updated in 2008. lots of support for low density residential. he talked about lot distribution. He talked about the General Plan goals and policies. 

he said r1-20 wasn't used very much for new developments throughout the city. 2016 community survey. large lots were the second most popular reason for living in highland. 7% supported changing to smaller lots. he talked about the fiscal impact and infrastructure impact. 

he concluded that highland was developed as a large lot community since 1977. r1-20 was not intended to be used as an everyday district. 

He asked the commissioners to consider the following questions: 
1. is the r-1-20 dristrict consistent witht eh toals and objectives of the genral plan, the the proposed zoning int he best short and long term interest of the city. si there an alternative district that should be cnsidered. is the r-1-20 district the appropriate district of should the site have a different district? what impact will there be on duture development if r-1-20 is approved at this location? 

he reviewed the details of the application and the request for a waiver of the length of a cul-de-sac. he said there was a letter of opposition...... he mentioned there were conflicts between small lots and large lots as it relates to agriculure. 

staff is in support of the annexation, but not the waivers. He talked about the options for the pc. 

tom holdman. owned the land for 2 and half years. and have been trying to figure out what is best to handle the property. he's been in highland for 15 years. he was looking for a lot that he could build a house on. he purchased 8 acres with the intent that he would build his personal home at the end of the street. he feels that he is looking for options. 

ed gifford. he's the engineer. he has been looking for options for 2 years. 1. in the general plan 2008, map 2.3 shows r-1-20 and r-1-40. he thinks that r-1-20 has a negative conotation. there isn't much difference between them. he said the r-1-20 used to allow let than 20,000 feet. he showed area by ridley's was almost 2 units per acre. he showed southwest orem. 9600 north. r-1-20 half area 20,000 or smaller. 6000 west and 11000 north - both developments all lots were close to 20,000. south of cannal boulevard - under 20,000 sf. he showed newer r-20 lots in highland. density is 1.3 lots per acre. he talked about pink ox property???? 1. under new requeired minimum of 20,000 sf. density is 1.3 and 1.5 per acre. 

he showed r-1-40 developments and talked bout the open space concept. wimbleton near 2000. 1.5 lots per acre. another 1.5 lots per acre. east of tom - dry creek bench - 1.8 lots per acre. he said average density is 1.5 lots per acre. r-1-20 denstiy is aroudn the same think. there has been alot of open space devleopment in the last 20 years. tom has a challenging property to develop. 2. r-1-20 is better for animal rights because it's more restrictive. 3. 3 lots in r-1-20 will use less water than 2 lots in r-1-40 zone. he talked about stoneshire development average homes is 10,000 sf. the frontage is close to what they are proposing. 

he talked about tom's property. you need to capture storm water in detention basin. he showed the elevation of the property. he reviewed the concept with todd trane. the city required all the utilities in the street - but he talked about the concept for the utilities in the devleopment. He thought they could design something that would mitigate flooding. 

brammer - would he be willling to post a long term bond for it? ed, you can't legally ask for it. 

ed, he talked about the fact that there are no streets connecting to the other city from highland. it could be developed as open space development - a stubb street to the east to burrel????? is still would not solve the traffic issues on burrel's property. even is the street is stubbed to the east, you have to /////////////// requiring two developers to develp together. 

brammer, state ombudsman .... serves .... required would you be willing to post a bond for the storm drain issue. ed, if its reasonable. 

ross wolfley - discuss staff report - the inference that the general plan was updated in 2008 definition for low density residential - 1/2 to 1 acre in size. high density residential definition - less than 1/2 acre. he said general plan update the existing land use table showed////// residential single family - 1/2 to 1 lots. is the most prevalent in highland city. section 3-4-////// highland code. he read the code regarding the uses for the r-1-20 zone. maximum density of 2.17 woudl be unattainable and ///// would have impact on water and /////. fundamental shift in policy - they don't agree. he talked about recent city survey - he disagree with the staff comments about "large lots". go to page 6-77; when residents were asked what they supported - 80% preferred 1/2 acre lots. majority supported 1/2 acre lots. the map clearly indicates low density and it includes r-1-20. 

ron? - wondered about the 

tom, the question about the bonding issue. what to do whatever makes the city at ease with it. 

chris asked for public comment. 

diana pitcher, resident, represent shawna larson - holdman artist at thanksgiving point, uvu. he would be a great value and bringing art to highland. shawna is totally behind the development. 

kevin burrel. adgacet in north and east of the property. if it goes in with the culdesac then it would be //// his annexation is yet to be determined. he met with ... he has 53 acres that needs to be addressed and there is drainage that needs to be addressed. there is a retention basin that he was told would move to his property. thee is a deadend road there. exhibit c is horible option for their proeprty. ingress and egress is //// there is no way for people ... tom holdman is alraedy a highland city resident. open density has parks. he will seek r-1-20 or higher. holdman should have done their research and due diligence before they purchased the proeprty. if they go to r-1-20 it would be 115 homes. we didn't have any input in their concept. he finds them folley. 8 acres in highland and 38 in county. benefit to be in county. he suggested that the plats be stamps that it is an agriculture area based on the past. he isn't sure there is adequate drainage. 

ron, have the surrounding property owners been notified? kevin, yes, they are here. 

ostler, have they talked to you about the access? kevin, no they had no //////////////////    he hasn't seen anything for a year and then feb. 10. talked about options for the continuous issues for both cities. he invited them to do a walk through of the property. 

david witlock. property south. smaller lot sizes can produce smaller homes and would like to keep r-1-40 to maintain property values. most r-1-20 approvals were before 2008 general plan. there is no open space with the proposal. he concerns about more r-1-20 in the area. ostler - there has been discussion connecting to his road. witlock, it's a private road ad they maintain. it would add addtional traffic. smaller road. 

day, average size of lots? witlock - maybe 3/4 acres. very deep lots. 

neil westwood, agree with witlock. concerned about property values. 

steffin ardon??? - concern that if this is not approved, then burrell access through the street? he's wondering if the traffic would come through. he would like to see the r-1-20 with the waiver more of //////////// holdmans would be great neighbors.  

steve swalburg - northwest corner of the property. no opposition to the plan. 

asked for more comments. none 

day, highland is a city with large lots and would like to protect that. concerned about future traffic. there are very few thru streets. 20,000 sf is large lot, but can't stop others. 

ron, don't see r-1-20 as negative. other part - intent of the r-1-20 is restrictive. concerned about the waivers - too many. if it's a through street, it would eliminate some. maybe further review needed for the general plan. 

brammer, the concern paragraph 7-102 subsection 2 c. he talked about the development in the area is r-1-40. annexation in a way is a variance of the property. - general plan 

ostler - think culdesac is too deep. drainage issues. general plan, all develpment is r-1-40. in favor of keeping 40. maybe work with property owners. 

kemp, in agreement with comment. close public hearing at 8:25. 

brammer move to disaprove annexation as states with r-1-20. kurt sond. all in faovr. motion carried. 



	3. GP-16-01 
Edge Homes is requesting an amendment the Land Use designation of the General Plan from 'School' to Single Family Residential'. Property is located at 9725 North 6800 West 

open pbulci hearing at 8:26 PM. 

nathan reviewed the details of the application. 

steve maddox - they have contract to close in about 5 weeks with school district. he talked bout the property. he talked about his plan for the development. during neighborhood meeting - resitents day of - city notified 500 feet. he talked about property values - ccr's for building not only edge homes. he talked about other developments that he's done. intent is to enhance. thinks its beneficial for city. 

asked for public comment. 

gary cooper - owns land to west and little to the north. he's concerned about the school property. roadway on teh south of the proerpty....how does the church proeprty jump the property line 23 feet? he talked about his experience 15 years ago. he talkeda bout a 23 foot boundary line discrepancy. he wondered why the school jumped the boundary line. concerned that steve didn't sit down and make it work with the neighbors. concern with not having control on the quality of homes. he lives in lehi in the area. he likes 1/2 acre with 800,000 to million$ homes in the area. 

ostler asked his plans with the property. 

todd, said the first thing that they ask the developer to contact neighboring homes to talk about it. they see the concept for the annexation. and they require letters going forward. 

steve, landlocked property. he's not designing roads, he connecting. he talked about the plans for ... it's hard to look at a it's not the same community and not the same subdivision. it's not the same. 

gary, talked about his development. 

brammer, can you clarify what you want. 

gary, after a quality home. 

steve, not doing all hardy board. and not doing stucco. 

cole peck, ground south of lot 11. want nice home built. he likes brick. as long as the homes are built quality and ccr's will protect the value. concern - he will build shop for rv's and animals. he will be barn, truck shop, rv. want to have his rights and have to fight the new neighbors. property line does have a problem. would like to have ti worked out and don't want to loose property. east boundary, wondered if there's a concrete wall. he wants his property rights protected. as long as te homes are nice, he doesn't care zoning. he doesn't love the design, but if its done nice he doesn't care. he opposes because he wants to prtect his rights. 

ron, disclaimer statement on burrell? if that were part of the development and approval? cole, probably fine with it. steve did contact him and talk to him. 

brammer, quality of build is not the perview of the commission. we can't dictate that. 

scott larson, represent motherin law. along 6800 west. he a developer. her concerns are problem that was not addressed 10 -12 years ago. there is no sidewalk - the subdivision to the north droped all the water in her backyeard. the city didn't do anything. state law that the water be controlled. to the southk, there's curb and gutter, but no retention. she's an island that all developers are draining on. not discharge on the property. would like to address the problem before it's approved. all around is hardscaped. 

todd, we are aware of the problem. we will not match the churches alignement of the /////   the development on the west, would not impact her. the property ont he south, would do it at this time. todd, the city council could do it, but could not put it on edge homes.  

larson, she doesn't want r-1-20 across the steet. 

scott oston , west of cole peck property. concern with cole peck. he has horses there and don't want to get complaints. he understood there would be a road to access his property. right now, dont' want access, but if more houses and more traffic..... steve told him to come up with solution , which is going treaight through to cole peck property . stubb in leave lot 11. steve, it would be long culdesac dont' know legally. he would like to have the value of access to his property if he gets pushed out. 

mardel chenney, west of scott oston. lost lot in highland. may want to have access to devleopment upper acre and sell it. at some point there would be access along the school. and elbow to cooper. express concern the upper part of the lot will be landlocked. other possibility that cooper might bring his road down and ///////// concern with right side ofthe property. want to have wide road, not like the skinny one now. consider having a road doing straight across by the church. not concerned about the devleopment. jsut the access and development ont he north. 

west of gary cooper - terry jasper, raises cows. just moved there for animal rights. concerns with fencing - electric fence, not loosing animal rights. he's in lehi. 

ben fitcot???? - would have proeprty across the 3 1/2 acres. do no tneed access from the north. edge is not taking anything away from us. 

asked for more comment. close public hearing at 9:18 PM. 

day, as soon as there is higher density, there's more. think its nice to keep at 40 

ron, see one of the reasons for r-1-20 is buffer. not supportive of current 20, but not throughing it out. 

brammer, purpose of r-1-20 . area against the edge of city with higher density around it and lower. paragraph 3-4-201. switch .... create   /// establish transitions. there are higher denisty areas .... not concerned with r-1-20 but they are concerned with animal rights. there might be complainst, but may not mean they are right. it seems to fit with switching to r-1-20, generally in favor. 

ostler - takled about the surrounding developments. also in favor. 52 % would keep the bigger lots. not be in favor. 

kemp, can't dictate what the builder puts on the proeprty. surrounded by large lots. 

steve, then don't want to rezone. 

ostler - why are you wanting to move. 

steve, more complaints from neighbors in r-40. he has horses. everyone one the south has horses. think r-40 is not a horse zone. he would be open to r-30 becasue he feels thats what he is. designed to create buffer. would be open to increseing the lots on the south. know the residents at the neighborhood meeting. 

kemp, what would be the value of the homes? steve, don't want to talk about it. it's illegal. 

steve, don't want to do a zone change for residential. leave it as a school zone if don't get the zone change. 

ostler, is thee a way to make some buffering ? steve, absolutely. 

they talked about acreage. 

ron, intent of the buffer. it gives the buffer. seems to fit the intent. 

commission talked about the lots and surrounding area. they talkeda bout the access to the property. 

it would allow 2500 students if left in school zone. 

brammer move to approve the amendment and rezone r-230 paragraph 3-4-201 r-120 intented to creat parifferal transiitions in lower density zones. ron second. day, no, kurt no. kemp yes, the only reason. brammer yes. 

brammer, withdrawl motion and move to move to another meeting. ron, second. all in favor. 



	4. Z-16-01 
Edge Homes has requested a rezoning of property located at 9725 North 6800 West from an R-1-40 to an R-1-20 zone. 

brammer, move to continue. ostler second. all in favor. 


OTHER BUSINESS 

5. Conditional Use Permit training - Brent Bateman from the Utah State Office of Property Rights Ombudsman 

Brent Bateman and the Planning Commissioners discussed the purpose and regulations of the Conditional Use statutes. 


	7. Planning Commission Vice Chair Elections 

kemp nominate brady, day second. all in faor. 



APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
None. 


PLANNING STAFF REPORT 
None. 


COMMISSION COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS 
None. 


ADJOURNMENT 

MOTION: Commissioner Ostler moved to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Brammer seconded the motion. All present were in favor. The motion carried. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:19 PM. 
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